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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . In response to the Amendment filed on August 29, 2008, claims 1 and 3-40 are pending. 



2. The rejection under 35 USC 101 to claims 13-20 are maintained. See detailed explanation 
below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 13-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 

to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine or a 
manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . They are clearly not a series of steps or acts to 
be a process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be a composition of matter. 
As such, they fail to fall within a statutory category. They are, at best, functional descriptive 
material per se. 

Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive material" or 
"nonfunctional descriptive material." Both types of "descriptive material" are nonstatutory when 
claimed as descriptive material per se, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759. When fiinctional 
descriptive material is recorded on some computer-readable medium, it becomes structurally and 
functionally interrelated to the medium and will be statutory in most cases since use of 
technology permits the function of the descriptive material to be realized. Compare In re Lowry, 
32 F.3d 1579, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994) 

Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material, i.e., abstract ideas, stored on a 
computer-readable medium, in a computer, or on an electromagnetic carrier signal, does not 
make it statutory. See Diehr, 450 U.S. at 185-86, 209 USPQ at 8 (noting that the claims for an 
algorithm in Benson were unpatentable as abstract ideas because "[t]he sole practical application 
of the algorithm was in connection with the programming of a general purpose computer."). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 3-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Burke et 
al (US Pat. No. 6,789,252), in view of Sheard et al. (US Pat. No. 6,208,345), and further in view 
of Kompella (US PG Pub. No. 7,350,191). 

As to claim 1, Burke et al. disclose: 

determining an object definition for an object based upon a collaboration code (see col. 
19, lines 22-24); and 

Storing said business object definition (see col. 25, lines 23-25). 
However, Burke et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
receiving an object and a collaboration code 
Sheard et al. Discloses: 

receiving an object (see col. 31, line 31) and a collaboration code (see col. 14, lines 28-31). 
It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. by the 

teachings of Sheard et al. to provide an improved data integration system and methodology 
capable of effectively integrating data produced by applications of varying technologies (see 
Sheard et al. col. 2, lines 65-67 and col. 3, line 1). 

However the combination of Biirke et al. and Sheard et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
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wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition. 
Kompella does disclose: 

wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition (see cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1-21). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. and Sheardet 
al. by the teachings of Kompella to provide a system and method for the generation of data 
access applications, because previous methods were too costly and too time consuming (see 
Kompella col. 1, 31-34 and 41-44). 

As to claim 3, Burke et al. , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said object comprises a business object (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and 37-42). 
As to claim 4, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

forwarding said object and said object definition (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 45-48). 



As to claim 5, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said forwarding comprises forwarding said object and said object definition to an 
application adapter (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and 37-42 and col. 42, lines 64-66). 
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As to claim 6, Burke et al. , as modified, discloses: 

processing said object based upon said object definition in said application adapter (see Burke et 
al col. 6, lines 20-21). 

As to claim 7, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how data from a second object is mapped to said 
object (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-8). 

As to claim 8, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how said object is derived from said second object 
(see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-5). 

As to claim 9, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how said object is derived from said second object 
and a second object definition (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-5). 

As to claim 10, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

further comprising receiving said second object definition (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 
and 37-42 and Burke et al. col. 21, line 3 - second object). 



As to claim 1 1 , Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 
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wherein said determining comprises determining said object definition for said object based upon 
said collaboration code and said second object definition (see Burke et al. col. 17, lines 48-49 
and Burke et al. col. 21, line 3 - second object). 

As to claim 12, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said receiving comprises receiving said object and said collaboration code from a broker 
(see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and 37-42; wherein the means allows data to be exchanged/ 
integrated in different formats). 

As to claim 13, Burke et al. discloses: 

means for determining an object definition for said object based upon said collaboration code 
(see col. 17, lines 48-49 and col. 20, lines 10-11). 
However, Burke et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
means for receiving an object and a collaboration code. 
Sheard et al. disclose: 

means for receiving an object (see col. 31, line 31) and a collaboration code (see col. 14, lines 
28-31). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. et al. by the 
teachings of Sheard et al. to provide an improved data integration system 
and methodology capable of effectively integrating data produced by applications of varying 
technologies (see Sheard et al. col. 2, lines 65-67 and col. 3, line 1). 
However the combination of Biirke et al. and Sheard et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
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wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions. 
Kompella does disclose: 

wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition (see cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1-21). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. and Sheard et 
al by the teachings of Kompella to provide a system and method for the generation of data 
access applications, because previous methods were too costly and too time consuming (see 
Kompella col. 1,31-34 and 41-44). 



As to claim 14, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said object comprises a business object (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 
37-42). 



As to claim 15, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

means for forwarding said object and said object definition to an application adapter (see Burke 
etal. col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 37-42 and Burke et al. col. 42, lines 64-66). 



As to claim 16, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how data fi-om a second object is mapped to said 
object (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-8). 
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As to claim 17, Burke et al. , as modified, discloses: 

means for receiving a second object definition, wherein said collaboration code determines how 
said object is derived from said second object and said second object definition (see Burke et al. 
col. 21, lines 1-5). 

As to claim 18, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said means for determining comprises means for determining said object definition for 
said object based upon said collaboration code and said second object definition (see Burke et al. 
col. 17, lines 48-49 and Burke et al. col. 21, line 3 - second object). 

As to claim 19, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said means for receiving comprises means for receiving said object and said 
collaboration code from a broker (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and 37-42; wherein the 
means allows data to be exchanged/ integrated in different formats). 

As to claim 20, Burke et al , disclose: 

determines a first object definition based upon said collaboration code (see col. 19, lines 22-24). 
However, Burke et al. do not explicitly disclose: 

a reverse object discovery agent that receives a first object and a collaboration code from a 
broker. 

Sheard et al. disclose: 
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a reverse object discovery agent that receives a first object (see col. 31, line 31) and a 
collaboration code (see col. 14, lines 28-31). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. by the 
teachings of Sheard et al. to provide an improved data integration system 
and methodology capable of effectively integrating data produced by 
applications of varying technologies (see Sheard et al. col. 2, lines 65-67 and col. 3, line 1). 
However the combination of Burke et al. and Sheard et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions. 
Kompella does disclose: 

wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition (see cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1-21). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. and Sheard et 
al by the teachings of Kompella to provide a system and method for the generation of data 
access applications, because previous methods were too costly and too time consuming (see 
Kompella col. 1, 31-34 and 41-44). 

As to claim 2 1 , Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

a broker that receives a second object and a second object definition and that generates said first 
object using said collaboration code (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and 37-42 and col. 20, 
lines 21-23). 



Application/Control Number: 10/808,429 
Art Unit: 2166 



Page 10 



As to claim 22, Burke et al. , as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how said first object is derived fi-om said second 
object (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-5). 

As to claim 23, Burke et al . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said collaboration code determines how said first object is derived from second object 
and said second object definition (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-5). 

As to claim 24, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

an application adapter that receives said first object and said first object definition from said 
reverse object discovery agent (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 37-42 and col. 42, 
lines 64-66). 

As to claim 25, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

determining whether an object confr)rms to a known object definition (see col. 21, lines 12-15); 

and 

Storing said business object definition (see col. 25, lines 23-25). 
However, Burke et al. does not explicitly disclose: 

requesting a collaboration code and an input object definition if said object does not conform to a 

known object definition; and 

receiving an object and a collaboration code 
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Sheard et al. Discloses: 

requesting a collaboration code (see col. 14, lines 28-31 ) and an input object definition if said 

object does not conform to a known object definition (see col. 31, line 31). 

receiving an object (see col. 31, line 31) and a collaboration code (see col. 14, lines 28-31). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. by the 
teachings of Sheard et al. to provide an improved data integration system 
and methodology capable of effectively integrating data produced by 
applications of varying technologies (see Sheard et al. col. 2, lines 65-67 and col. 3, line 1). 
However the combination of Burke et al. and Sheard et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions. 
Kompella does disclose: 

wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition (see cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1-21). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. and Sheard et 
al. by the teachings of Kompella to provide a system and method for the generation of data 
access applications, because previous methods were too costly and too time consuming (see 
Kompella col. 1, 31-34 and 41-44). 



As to claim 26, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 
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analyzing said collaboration code and said input object definition (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 
1-8). 

As to claim 27, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

creating a new object definition based upon the results of said analyzing (see Burke et al. col. 
20, lines 21-23). 

As to claim 28, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

forwarding said object if said object conforms to a known object definition (see Burke et al. col. 
34, lines 45-48). 

As to claim 29 Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said object comprises a business object (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 
37-42). 

As to claim 30, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

forwarding said new object definition to an application adapter (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 
26-28 and lines 37-42 and Burke et al. col. 42, lines 64-66). 



As to claim 3 1 , Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

receiving a subscription fi-om said application adapter for said new object definition (see Burke 
et al. col. 50, lines 61-63; wherein the notification subscriptions are received and configured). 
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As to claim 32, Burke et al. , as modified, discloses: 

forwarding said object in response to said subscription (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 45-48 and 
col. 50, lines 58-63). 

As to claim 33, Burke et al . disclose: 

instructions for determining a business object definition for said object based upon 
said collaboration code (see Burke et al. col. 15, line 53 and col. 17, lines 48-49). 
Instructions for storing said business object definition (see Burke et al. col. 15, line 53 and col. 
17, lines 48-49. 

However, Burke et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
instructions for receiving an object and a collaboration code 

Sheard et al. Discloses: 

instructions for receiving an object and a collaboration code (see Sheard et al. col. 12, lines 28- 
29). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. by the 
teachings of Sheard et al. to provide an improved data integration system 
and methodology capable of effectively integrating data produced by 
applications of varying technologies (see Sheard et al. col. 2, lines 65-67 and col. 3, line 1). 
However the combination of Burke et al. and Sheard et al. does not explicitly disclose: 
wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions. 



Application/Control Number: 10/808,429 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2166 

Kompella does disclose: 

wherein said collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without 
pre-defined business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business 
object definition (see cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1-21). 

It would have been obvious to have modified the teachings of Burke et al. and Sheard et 
al by the teachings of Kompella to provide a system and method for the generation of data 
access applications, because previous methods were too costly and too time consuming (see 
Kompella col. 1, 31-34 and 41-44). 

As to claim 34, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

wherein said object comprises a business object (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 
37-42). 

As to claim 35, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

instructions for forwarding said new object definition to an application adapter(see Burke et al. 
col. 34, lines 26-28 and lines 37-42 and Burke et al. col. 42, lines 64-66). 

As to claim 36, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

instructions for receiving a subscription from said application adapter for said new object 
definition (see Burke et al. col. 15, line 53 and col. 50, lines 61-63; wherein the notification 
subscriptions are received and configured). 
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As to claim 37, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

instructions for forwarding said object in response to said subscription (see Burke et al. col. 15, 
line 53, col. 34, lines 45-48 and col. 50, lines 58-63). 



As to claim 38, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

Wherein said collaboration code comprise dynamically generated business object newly 
discovered during runtime (see Kompella see cols. 36-47). 



As to claim 39, Burke et al , as modified, discloses: 

wherein the means for receiving the object and the object and the collaboration code, the means 
for determining whether the object conforms to the known business object definition, and the 
means for determining the object definition for said object based on said collaboration code 
comprise a reverse object discovery agent means (see Kompella . cols. 31-32, lines 65-67 and 1- 
21). 



As to claim 40, Burke et al. . as modified, discloses: 

determining a mapping information by determining how a plurality of business objects was 
merged to create the received object (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1-8); 

creating the business object definition based on the determined mapping information (see Burke 
et al. col. 17, lines 48-49 and Burke et al. col. 21, line 3) and (see Burke et al. col. 21, lines 1- 
8); sending the created business object definition to an adapter (see Burke et al. col. 34, lines 26- 
28 and 37-42 and col. 42, lines 64-66); and subscribing to the new business object definition (see 
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col. 1 1 lines 3-5; delivering the query definition (mapping) and connection information to the 
requesting application such as the WebQuery tool 102). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 8-29-2008 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments that neither Burke, Sheard, nor Kompella disclose, "wherein said 
collaboration code determines said business object definition for said object without pre-defined 
business object definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business object definition" 
is acknowledged but is not deemed persuasive. 

Based on the examiner's interpretation, Kompella does disclose "wherein said collaboration code 
determines said business object definition for said object without pre-defined business object 
definitions, if the object does not conform to a known business object definition " at (see cols. 
3 1-32, lines 59 and 1-21). The examiner already cited Burke for disclosing determining an 
object definition for an object based upon a collaboration (see claim 1 rejection). Kompella 
takes it a step further by adding new data object definitions: In step 264, the upgrade protection 
process compares the horizontal partitioning of the previous and new data object definitions. 
In step 266, the upgrade protection process compares the list of columns of each data object in 
the new run against the list of columns of the corresponding data objects in the previous run. 
(166) FIG. 1 IC illustrates the missing data object step 256 and its sub-steps in accordance with 
the invention. In particular, in step 268, the upgrade protection process, instead of duplicating 
data objects in the new run to match the names of data objects in a previous run, renames the 
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data objects in the new run to match their names in a previous run when it can be determined 
they are the same data objects by their relationship to the source apphcation screens from which 
they originated, and the metadata descriptions of the records returned by the data objects. In step 
270, the upgrade protection process may determine the best compatible but differently named 
metadata definition of the data objects by: 1) quantifying the number of columns that are named 
the same; 2) quantifying the number of columns that are named differently but have the same 
contents; 3) quantifying the number of columns that are missing from the new run but existed in 
the previous run; and 4) recording the measure of compatibility for each candidate metadata 
definition in the new run. In step 272, the handling step of the upgrade protection process may 
optionally permit the user of the system to modify the decisions made about which metadata 
definitions of data objects to rename or copy to maintain a consistent interface to the data objects 
(see cols. 31-32, lines 59 and 1-21). 



Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Johnese Johnson whose telephone number is 571-270-1097. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 4/5/9. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/808,429 Page 18 

Art Unit: 2166 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained trom the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/J. J./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2166 

December 15, 2008 
JJ 

/Hosain T Alam/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2166 



